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REMARKS 

This is intended as a full and complete response to the Final Office Action dated 
March 22. 2004, having a shortened statutory period for response set to expire on June 
22. 2004. Please reconsider the claims pending in the application for reasons 
discussed below. 

Claims 1-26 are pending in the application. Claims 1-26 remain pend>ng 

following entry of this response. 

Claims 1-4, 6-8, 10-13. 15. 16. 18-21 and 26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
102(e) as being 'anticipated by Kr^us et a/ (US 6.266.684; hereinafter Ktbus). 
Applicants respectfully traverse the rejections. 

One embodiment of the automatic designation of the default search frame of the 
present Invention can be illustrated as follows. For purposes of perfomning a search in 
a multi-frame environment, if the user indicates that a text search is to be performed 
(e.g.. by entering "Ctrl + F") then at least on© embodiment of the current invention 
allows the text search to automatically begin within the frame designated as the default 
search frame (the frame containing the SEARCHFRAME attribute described in 
paragraph 30) regardless of whether It is the active frame at the time of the search. 

A rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) requires that the reference being used as the 
basis for the rejection show every element of the rejected claim. Kraue has nothing to 
do whatsoever with searching frames in electronic document or designating a frame as 
a default search fr^me. m fa.^ Kmus do^'^ not include the word "gQ^rch". Further. 
Kr^us does not describe the designation of a default search frame based on a pre- 
existing specification of the default search frame. Therefore. Kraus does not teach, 
show or suggest a method or program comprising automatically designating one of the 
at least two frames as a default search frame based on a pre-existing specification of 

the default search frame. 

For support of the rejection the Examiner cites the "target second frame 64". 
Figure 7 and column 6. lines 23-38 as teaching "automatically designating one of the at 
least two frames as a default search frame based on a pre-existing specification of the 
default search frame". Respectfully, the Examiner mischaracterizes Kraus. With 
respect to Figure 7 Kraus describes how an "author can establish a link in the multi- 
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frame web page to another web resource and can target one of the frames to display 
the contents of the web resource." (Column 5. lines 64-66.) Thus, the second frame 64 
is merely a conventional frame that may be targeted by an author to display a 
hypeninked source. (Column 6. lines 29-32.) An example of how this technology may 
be used is described in column 6, lines 24-38. Kraus suggests that an author of the 
multi-frame web page of Figure 7 may design a first frame 52 to contain a textual 
description of the cultural habits of lions In the wild. Within this text the author may 
embed a hyperlink to an MPEG file containing video footage of lions in the wild. If the 
author wants the text and the video footage to appear sIde-by-side in a web browser, 
the author will "target" a second frame 64 to display the hyperiinked MPEG video. "In 
other words, the author will "direct" the hyperiinked MPEG video into the second frame 
64. Then, when a user viewing the web page in the browser selects the [hyperlink] in 
the first frame 52. the MPEG video will be displayed in the second frame 64." (Column 
6. lines 24-38.) Accordingly, it is clear that the second frame 64, and Kraus as a whole, 
has nothing to do with searching frames, nor designating a default search frame. 
Therefore, the claims are believed to be allowable and allowance of the same is 

respectfully requested. 

Claim 5 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kraus in view of Padffci et al. (U.S. 6.230.171). Claims 9, 17 and 25 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kraus in view of Henkin et al. (US 
2002/0120505). Claim 14 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kmus in view of Enns et al. (2002/0065110). Claims 22 and 23 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kraus in view of 
Quinn et al. (2003/0028850). Claim 24 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being urtpaientable over Kraus in view of Guthrie (2002/0129064). Kraus is believed to 
have been overcome for the reasons given above. Accordingly, any rejection relying on 
Kiaus (as applied in to the rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e)) In combination with 
another reference is necessarily overcome. Therefore, a detailed discussion of the 
foregoing rejections is not necessary. 
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Having addressed all issues set out in the office action. Applicant respectfully 
submits that the claims are in condition for allowance and respectfully request that the 
claims be allowed. 



Respectfully submttted, 




■^ero G. IVIcClellan 
Registration No. 44,227 
MosER, Patterson & Sheridan, LLP. 
3040 Post Oai< Blvd. Suite 1500 
Houston, TX 77056 
Telephone: (713)623-4844 
Facsimile: (713)623-4846 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 
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